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This survey on faculty involvement in research and 
the ability of faculty investigators to obtain support in research 
areas of their own choosing elicited information from doctorate-level 
departments in each of 16 selected science and engineering fields on: 
(1) the number of full-time doctorate faculty and the proportion of 
time they spend on tesearch; (2) the number of faculty investigators 
who had external, separately budgeted research support; (3) the 
number of faculty investigators who received external support 
primarily for research outside their preferred areas; and (U) the 
factors influencing faculty investigators in their selection of 
externally sponsored research activities in nonpreferred areas. The 
sample was limited to institutions that granted doctorates in at 
least one science or engineering field in 1970-71 and that received 
$1 million or more from the Federal Government for research and 
development in FT 1974. Tables give a breakdown by field. Appendices 
provide the survey instrument. (Author/KE) 
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Hlghl Ights 



Level of Research Activity 

• More than four-fifths of the full-time doctorate faculty Tn^doctorate- 
level science and engineering departments spent at least 20 percent of 
their time in research during 197^-75* This proportion varied widely by 
field, ranging from over 95 percent of the faculty in biochemistry to 72 
percent of the faculty in mining and mineral engineering* \ 



Overall, for the 1,1 i»9 responding departments, about 38 percent of the 
faculty spent over half their time in research* The comparable figure 
for the 2'»1 departments rated "distinguished" and "strong" in the 
Roose-Andersen study was 5^ percent* 



• Among faculty investigators (those spending at least 20 percent of their 
time in research), 62 percent had external, separately budgeted research 
support; in departments rated "distinguished" and' "strong", 77 percent had 
external research support. 

• In ^0 percent of all departments, and in 61 percent of the departments 
rated "distinguished"and "strong", at least three-fourths of all faculty 
investigators had external research support. 

• In four fields a majority of faculty investigators did not have external 
research support: economics (61 percent), mathematics TsT percent), 
psychology (56 percent), and sociology (55 percent). 

Supported Research Outside Preferred Areas 

• Nearly one-tenth of the externally supported faculty investigators were 
being supported primarily for research in an area different from their 
preferred area (i*e. , the research area a faculty member would choose to 
work in, if support were available). In botany, sociology, electrical 
engineering, and economics that proportion exceeded 15 percent* 

• In departments rated "distinguished" and "strong", fewer than 5 percent of 
the externally supported faculty Investigators had their primary support 
for research In nonpreferred areas* For botany and economics depart- 
ments, however, that proportion was over 12 percent. 

Relationship Between Preferred and Supported Research Areas 

• Of the externally supported faculty Investigators receiving primary 
support for research outside thefr preferred areas, about 8 percent 
were In a wholly different field, about ^0 percent were In their pre- 
ferred field but In a different subfleld, and about 51 percent were In 
their preferred subfleld but In a different specialty* 

• In departments rated "distinguished" and "strong", about 5 percent of the 
externally supported faculty Investigators working In nonpreferred areas 
got their primary support for research In a different field, about 36 
percent In a different subfleld, and 59 percent In a different specialty* 

Factors Influencing Choice of Research Area 

• Department heads reported that. In about three-fifths of the cases, the 
faculty Investigators with external research support primarily In non- 
preferred areas selected those research areas because of their belief 
that they offered a better chance for support 
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Background 

' Faculty Involvement in research and the ability of faculty Investigators 

to obtain support in research areas of their own choosing are important to 
the health of scientific research. Thus, there was understandable concern 
when a 197^ National Science Foundation survey of faculty research activity 
found that, in only 55 percent of the doctorate-level science and engineer- 
ing departments surveyed were faculty investigators generally able to 

2 

obtain support in the research areas of their choice. Recognizing the need 
for further insight into the situation, the Foundation asked the American 
Council on Education to conduct the present survey through its Higher 
Education Panel._ 

The survey instrument was designed to elicit information from doctorate- 
level departments in each of 16 selected science and engineering fields on: 

(1) the number of full-time doctorate faculty and the proportion 
of time they spent on research, 

(2) the number of faculty investigators who had external, separately 
budgeted research support, 

(3) the number of faculty investigators who received external 
support primarily for research outside their preferred areas, and 

(4) the factors influencing faculty investigators in their selection 
of externally sponsored research activities in nonpreferred areas* 

Methods Summary 

The data for this report were collected as part of the ongoing research 
program of the Higher Education Panel at the American Council on Education. 
Established in 1971 for the purpose of conducting quick-response surveys on 

investigator is used in this report to Indicate a faculty member spending 
at least 20 percent of his/her time in research. 

^National Science Foundation, Young and Senior Science and Engineering 
Faculty, 197^: Support, ResearcITParticipat ion and Tenure (Washington; 
•'U.S. Government Printing Off ice) , 1975- 
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topics of general policy interest to the higher education community and 
government agencies, HEP is based on a network of campus representatives at 
6^3 institutions broadly representative of all colleges and universities 
in the United States. For any given survey the entire Panel, or a subset, 
may be used. 

For this survey, the sample was limited to institutions that granted 

doctorates in at least one science or engineering field in 1970-71 and that 

received $1 million or more from the federal government for research and 

3 

development in FY 197^ . Of the 219 Ph.D. -granting institutions in the 
Higher Education Panel, ]kS met both of these criteria, accounting for 85 
percent of the nearly 18,500 science and engineering doctorates awarded in 
1970-71. (See Appendix C for the list of sampled institutions.) 

Unlike most HEP surveys, the present inquiry was directed at selected 
departments within the institutions rather than at the institutions them- 
selves. The respondents were department heads in the following science and 
engineering fields: 

Biochemistry Chemistry Mathematics Physiology 

Biqlogy Economics Mi crob iology Psychology 

Botany Electrical Mining and Mineral Sociology 

Chemi ca 1 Eng i neer i ng Eng i neer i ng Zoology 

Engineeri ng Geology Phys ics 

To determine the number of departments eligible for the survey. Panel 
representatives were asked to identify the relevant doctorate-level , depart- 
ments at their institutions (as. listed above). One hundred and thirty-seven 
institutions (9^ percent) provided this information. Departmental data for 

Based on reports to the National Science Foundation derived from the 
government-wide data system originally established under the auspices of 
the Committee on Academic Science and Engineering (CASE). These institu- 
tions were selected because they have substantial research activity. 
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the remaining eight institutions were obtained from the National Science 
Foundation records compiled from the related survey conducted one year 
earlier. Thus the sample for the present survey comprised an estimated 
1,385 eligible departments at 145 colleges and universities. 

By the deadline for questionnaire returns, usable responses had been 
received from 1,1^9 departments at 138 institutions, for a departmental 
response rate of 83 percent and an institutional response rate of 95 percent. 
(For a more detailed discussion of institutional and departmental response 
to the survey, see Appendix B.) The data are presented separately by field 
for (1) all responding departments and (2) departments whose faculty were 
rated "dIstInguIshed**and"strong" In A Rating of Graduate Programs (Roose 
and Andersen, 1970)^. 



Resul ts 



Level of Research Activity 

The 1,149 departments responding to the survey included 23,720 full 
time doctorate faculty. More' than four-fifths of these faculty members 



^Ratings were provided by 4,000 faculty members In 37 disciplines at 131^ 
major institutions. Respondents assessed as many of the major Institutions 
offering doctoral study In their disciplines as they felt competent to rate. 
They were asked to select from a given set of terms the one term which best 
described their judgment of the quality of graduate faculty, the effective- 
ness of the doctoral program, and the degree of change seen In the relative 
position of departments. Average scores were calculated for each depart- 
ment at each Institution. 

In the ratings of graduate faculty, the highest-scoring departments were 
categorized as "distinguished'*. The next level was "strong**, followed by 
"good", "adequate", "marginal", and "not sufficient for doctoral training**. 
The first two designations ('(Jlstlngulshed** and '*strong*') were combined for 
separate tabulation. Kenneth D. Roose and Charles J. Andersen, A Rating of 
Graduate Programs (Washington: American Council on Education), 1970. 
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spent at least 20 percent of their time in research, and almost two-fifths 
devoted 50 percent or more to research activities (Table lA). In four fields - 
biochemistry, physiology, physics, and microbiology ~ more than half of Ihe 
faculty were spending at least 50 percent of their time in research. 

Doctorate faculty in the 2^1 responding departments rated as 
'•distinguished** and "strong** in the Roose-Andersen study were even more 
heavily involved in research (Table IB)^. Nine out of ten faculty members 
spent at least 20 percent of their time in research, and more than half spent 
over 50 percent of their time in research. Both overall and for each of the 
1^ fields^ considered separately, the doctorate faculties in the **d isti ngui shed 
and "strong** departments devoted a greater proportion of their time to 
research than did their colleagues in other departments surveyed. It might 
also be noted that the rated departments averaged 27 full-time doctorate 
faculty compared with an average of 21 for all departments. The direction 
of this average difference in size held in each of the surveyed fields. 

Extent of External Research Support 

Among the full-time doctorate faculty spending more than 20 percent 
of their time in research, over three-fifths had external, separately 
budgeted research support (Table 2A). In departments rated ''distinguished** 
and **strong**, three-fourths of the faculty had such support (Table 2B). 

In all but four of the 16 fields, a majority of the faculty investiga- 
tors had external separately budgeted research support. The exceptions 
were economics (39 percent), mathematics (^3 percent), psychology (kk percent), 
and sociology (^5 percent). 

5 

See Methods Summary for a brief review of the basis used for ratings. 

The Roose-Andersen study did not rate departments of biology as defined 
in this survey or departments of mining and mineral engineering. 
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Overall, In two-fifths of the departments, 75 percent or more of the 
faculty Investigators had external research support (Table 3A) . There were 
substantial differences by field, however, ranging from just under nine-tenths 
of the departments of mining and mineral engineering to approximately 
one-tenth of those in economics and psychology. 

About three-fifths of the 2^1 departments rated "distinguished" and 
"strong" reported that 75 percent or more of their investigators had external 
research support (Table 3B) . In one field — biochemistry ~ all responding 
departments indicated this level of involvement; and in four other fields 
— chemistry, microbiology, physics, and physiology -- at least four-fifths 
of the departments reported this degree of faculty participation. In only 
seven of the 241 departments did f ewe?" than 25 percent of the faculty in- 
vestigators have external research support. 

Supported 'Research Outside Preferred Areas 

Of the more than 12,000 faculty Investigators receiving external re- 
search support, 9 percent got that support for research outside their pre- 
ferred area (i.e., the research area a faculty member would choose to work 
in. If support were available) (Table 2A). Since these are the first data 
available on this subject, it is not possible to say quantitatively what 
the situation was in the past. Comments of some department heads suggest, 
however, that this phenomenon is relatively recervt. Furthermore, as is 
noted below, this situation was reported less often by the "distinguished" 
and "strong" departments than by other departments. 

In four fields, — botany, economics, electrical engineering and 
sociology — at least 15 percent of the externally supported faculty in- 
vestigators received that support for work in other than their preferred 
areas of research. 



The proportion of faculty with external research support within a given- 
field bears no clear relationship to the proportion working in other than 
preferred research areas* For example, mining and mineral engineering had 
by far the largest proportion of externally supported faculty (89 percent) 
but also had a high proportion of externally supported faculty working in 
areas different from their preferred area* On the other hand, the three 
social science fields surveyed (economics, psychology, and sociology) had 
the lowest proportions of external ly supported faculty (each less than k5 
percent), but in two of these fields (economics and sociology) the propor- 
tions receiving support for work outside their preferred research areas 
were among the highest reported (16 and 17 percent, respectively) * 

In the departments rated ''distinguished" and "strong'*, all but 5 
percent of the faculty investigators received support for work in their 
preferred areas of research (Table 2B)* Within the ]k rated fields, how- 
ever, these proportions varied considerably, ranging from 2 percent or less 
in physiology, physics, and psychology to more than 12 percent In botany 
and economics. Nevertheless, the "distinguished" and "strong" departments 
In all fields had consistently larger proportions of faculty investigators 
with external support, and consistently smaller proportions receiving 
support in other than their preferred areas of research^ than did other 
responding departments. 

Almost two-thirds (6k percent) of the department heads reported that none 
of their faculty investigators had external research support primarily in 
nonpreferred areas (Table 4a) * This was particularly true in departments of 
biochemistry and mathematics (85 percent and 87 percent, respectively)* 
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On the other hand, the heads of ainwst one-fourth of the departments 
reported that at least 20 percent of those faculty investigators had 
external support primarily for research in nonpreferred areas* This situa- 
tion was most apparent in botany and electrical engineering^ where it was 
reported by approximately kO percent of the departments* 

In the '^distinguished'' and "strong" departments, nearly three-fourths 
of the departments reported that none of their faculty investigators were 
primarily supported for research in nonpreferred areas (Table 4B). There 
were variations by field, however, with at least one-fifth of the departments 
of botany, economics, and geology reporting that 20 percent or more of their 
faculty investigators were receiving external support primarily in nonpre- 
ferred research areas. 

Relationship Between PreferreTand Supported'^Research Areas 

To obtain additional information about research conducted in other than 
preferred areas, the survey included an inquiry about the relationship 
between Investigators' supported research areas and their preferred research 
areas. Department heads were asked to classify their faculty investigators 
with external support into three groups: those with support primarily in 
fields different from their preferred fields; those in different subfields, 
but within their preferred fields; and, least removed, those in different 
specialties within their respective subfields (see the last page of question- 
naire in Appendix A for illustrations of these distinctions). The results 
are shown in Table 5» 

Of the 1,078 faculty investigators conducting research outside their 
preferred areas, fewer than one in ten was in a different field altogether; 
four out of ten were in their preferred fields but doing research in 
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nonpreferred subfields; and five out of ten were in their preferred subfields, 
but doing research in nonpreferred specialties. These proportions varied con- 
siderably by field. The chart below (abstracted from Table 5) sha^s, for the 
three relationships, the fields having the greatest proportions of faculty 
investigators with research support primarily in nonpreferred areas: 



t\clot LOuSllLp 


of Supported to Preferred 


Research Area 


Different 


Different 


Different 


Field 


Subfield 


Specialty 


All Departments 8% 


407. 


517. 


Mathematics 


Mining & Mineral 


Microbiology 


317. 


Engineering 


867. 


Physiology 


717. 


Zoology 


197. 


Chemical Engineering 


797. 


Biochemistry 


577. 


Biology 


177. 


Sociology 


647. 




517. 




"Distinguished" and 






"Strong" Departments 57. 


367. 


597. 


Mathematics 


Sociology 


Physiology 


29% 


67% 


Zoology 


Botany 


Chemical Engineering 


1007. 


137. 


Geology 


Microbiology 


Sociology 


Mathematics 


937. 


117. 


Psychology 






507. 





Factors Influencing Choice of Research Area 

To identify the principal reasons for faculty involvement in nonpre- 
ferred areas of research, department heads were asked to rank the factors they 
believed most influenced the selection of research areas by investigators in 
their respective departments. Separate lists of factors were requested for 
the faculty investigators engaged in different specialties, in different 
subfields, and in different fields. 

Overall, according to department heads, nearly three-fifths (58 percent) 
of the 1,078 faculty investigators selected research areas they believed 
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had a better chance for support (Table 6)- Furthermore, this factor was 
considered to be the most influential in each of the three categories of 
relationship between supported and preferred research areas. 

Other factors cited by a number of department heads as Important influ- 
ences on faculty investigators who obtained external support for research 
in nonpreferred areas were: (1) the funding organization suggested the area 
of research to the prospective researcher, (2) the funding organization 
emphasized applied research, and(3) the faculty member was serving as a 
CO- invest igator on another faculty member's project. Each of the above 
factors was attributed as the primary influence for 13 percent of the 
facul ty investigators. 

In only a small fraction (1 percent) of the cases was selection of 
nonpreferred research areas attributed to the lack of facilities or 
equipment or to administrative decisions within the Investigator's institu- 
tion. Within each of the 16 fields, the factor most often cited as predominant 
in Influencing faculty to select a nonpreferred research area was the belief 
that a better chance for support existed in that research area (Tables 7 and 8). 
The few exceptions are shown in the chart below, where refers to the 
number of doctorate faculty. 



Predomi nant 
Factor 



Degree of Relationship to Preferred Research Area 

Oi fferent Oi f ferent Oi fferent 

Field Subfield Specialty 



Funding organization 
suggested area of 
research to prospec- 
tive researcher 



B lochemi s t ry(N=^) Economl cs(N=^0) Mi n i ng S MI nera 1 
(75%) (35%) EngIneer?ng(N-^) 

(50%) 



Funding organization 
emphasized appi ied 
research 



Botany(N=15) 
(53%) 



Biocheniistry(N«10) 
(70%) 



Socio logy(N«^2) 
(36%) 



Facul ty me/nber v/as 
co-investigator on 
another faculty 
member's project 



Sociology (N=7) 
(57%) 
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Table 1 

Full-Tlmc Doctorate Faculty, by Proportion of Time Spent in Research: 

(In Percentages) 

A. All Departments 





M 1 trnKA r 
vt UillUC 1 


Tota 1 


Proportion of 


Time Spent in Research 


Field 


of 


Facul ty 


Less 


20% or 


20-33t 


3^-50^ 


More than 50% 




Departments 


Number] Percent 


than 20^ 


More 


Biochemistry 


66 


850 100.0 


kn 


95.3 




21.3 


69.1 


Biology 


72 


1,813 100.0 


15.1 


8^1.9 


20.8 


26.8 


37.3 


Botany 


35 


555 100.0 


16.9 


83.1 


26.3 


21. A 


35.3 


Chemical Engineering 


68 


679 100.0 


19.3 


80.7 


23.0 


29.5 


' 28.3 


Chemistry 


11^ 


2,638 100.0 


1^.3 


85.7 


13.8 


26. i( 


^5.5 


Economi cs 


80 


1,822 100.0 


. 21.6 


70.^1 


28.3 


2^1.5 


25.5 


Electrical Engineering 


72 


1,371 100.0 


2(>,1 


73.3 


2^1.9 


20.0 


28.^ 


Geology 


66 


930 100.0 


13.0 


87.0 


22, ii 


35.3 


29.^ 


Mathematics 


102 


3,'il'i 100.0 


20.0 


80.0 


25.0 


26.8- 


28.2 


Mi crobiology 


73 


835 100.0 


9.5 


^90.5 


12.1 


26.3 


52.1 


Mining & Mineral Engineering 


15 


192 100.0 


27.6 


72.^1 


23.^ 


19.3 


29.7 


Physics 


106 


2,523 100.0 


8.9 


91.1 


10.9 


20.^ 


59.8 


Physiology 


67 


1,022 100.0 


6.8 


93.2 


1.1 


20.1 


65.5 


Psychology 


100 


2,/i83' 100.0 


16.3 


83.7 


26.7 


33.0 


2^.0 


Sociology 


11 


1,^118 100.0 


22,k 


77.6 


2i|.0 


25.8 


27.7 


Zoology 


36 


775 100.0 


17.5 


82.5 


22.1 


39.7 


20.6 


Alt Fields 


1,1^19 


23,720 100.0 


16.0 


8i|.0 


19.9 


26.1 


37.9 



B. Departments Rated "Dis*tinguished"and"Strong" in the Roose-Andersen Study 



Field 


Number 
of 

Departments _ 


Total 
Facul ty 


Proportion of 


Time Spent in Research 


Less 
than 20^ 


201 or 

More 


1 20-33% 






Number] Percent 


Biochemistry 


16 


268 100.0 


1.9 


98.1 


1.9 


16.0 


80.2 


Botany 


11 


211 100.0 


10.9 ™ 




. 31.8 


21.3 


36.0 


Chemical Engineering 


13 


172 100.0 


11.6 


88.^1 


' 10.5 


32.6 


^5.3 


Chemistry ' 


29 


853 100.0 


7.5 


92.5 


10.2 


21.8 


60.5 


Economics 


12 


33^1 100.0 


7.8 


92.2 


1^.1 


29.0 


^9.1 


Electrical Engineering 


1^ 


^150 100.0 


18.^1 


81.6 


20.0 


16.7 


^1^.9 


Geology 


15 


288 100.0 


7.3 


92.7 


17.^ 


35.1 


^0.3 


Mathemati cs 


21 


922 100.0 


11.1 


88.9 


15.5 


28 J 


^5.3 


Microbiology 


17 


2^9 100.0 


8.^1 


51.6 


12.0 


23.3 


56.2 


Physics 


23 


1,062 100.0 


3.8 


96,2 


5.6 


12.3 


78,3 


Physiology 


20 


380 100.0 


^.5 


95.5 


1.8 


13.9 


79.7 


Psychology 


23 


71^ 100.0 


7.6 


92.^ 


16.8 


^12. 9 


32.8 


Sociology 


16 


3^1 100.0 


1^.7 


85.3 


I'l.l 


22.3 


^9.0 


Zoology 


11 


281 100.0 


8.2 


91.8 


13.9 


53.^ 


2^.6 


All Fields^ 


2^1 


6,525 100.0 




91.6 


\2.li 


25.1 


5^.1 



The Roose-Andersen study did not include "biology departments as designated In the present study or 
departments of mining and mineral engineering. 
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Ub\% 2 

Fun^Ttrw DoctoraU Faculty Spending 20 Percent or Hore of Time \n Research, 
Those With External Support » And Those In Areas Different From 
Preferred Research Areas: 

A. All Departments 



ERIC 







Faculty Spending 20t 


or More of Time In Research 








With External Support 


Field 


Number 
of 


Total 




Percent 

of 


Primarily In Area Different 
From Preferred Area 




Departments- 


Number 


Number 


Column (3 


^ Number 


Pmrctknt nf fnlumn (hi 


(I) 


(2) 




(M 


(5) 






•lochemlstry 


66 


810 


^0 


80.2 


23 


3.5 


llology 


72 


1,539 


1,0^9 


68.2 


100 


9.5 


loteny 


35 


A6I 


isk 


63.8 


51 


17.3 


Chemical Engineering 


68 


cf.A 

5*10 


Ilia 


79.9 


53 


12.1 


Chemistry 


\\k 


2,261 


1,682 


7k.k 


152 


9.0 


Economics 


80 


l,A28 


558 


39.1 


89 


15.9 


Electrical Engineering 


72 


1,005 


739 


73.5 


121 


16. A 


Geology 


66 


809 


566 


70.^ 




11.3 


Mathematics 


102 


2,730 


1,168 


ki.n 


35 


3.0 


Microbiology 


73 


756 


603 


79.8 


50 


8.3 


Mining & Mineral Engineering 


15 


139 


123 


88.5 


\k 


W.k 


Physics 


106 


2,661i 


1,89't 


71.1 


89 




Phys to logy 


67 


953 


7^5 


78.2 


36 


A. 8 


Psychology 


100 


2,078 


920 




76 


8.3 


Sociology 


77 


1,100 


k32 




83 


16.9 


Zoology 


36 


639 


390 


61.0 


k2 


10.8 


All Fields 


l,U9 


19,920 


12,311 


61.8 


1,078 


8.8 


B, Departments 


Rated "Distlngulshsd" and 


"Strong" In Roose-Andersen Study 






Faculty Spending 20t or More of Time In Research 










With External Support 


Field 


Nurr^er 
of 


Total 




Percent 
of 


Primarily In Area Different 
From Preferred Area 




Departments 


Number 


Number 


Column (3) 


Number 


Percent of Column(^) 


ID 




li) 




(5) 






Biochemistry 


16 


263 


256 


97.3 


8 


3.1 


Botany 


II 


188 


127 


67.6 


16 


12.6 


Chemical Engineering 


13 


152 


131 


86.2 


10 


7.6 


Chemistry 


29 


789 


675 


85.6 


^•5 


6.7 


EconomI cs 

/ 


12 


308 


169 


5'i.9 


21 


12.4 


Electrical Engl/)eerlng 


U 


367 


276 


75.2 


26 


9.^1 


Geology 


15 


267 


193 


72.3 


10 


5.2 


MathematScs ^ 


21 


820 


596 


72.7 


\k 


2.3 


Microbiology 


17 


228 


197 




15 


7.6 


Phys 1 cs 


23 


1,022 


897 


87.8 


15 , 


1.7 


Physiology 


20 


363 


317 


87.3 


2 


.6 


Psychology 


23 


660 


39^1 


59.7 


8 


2.0 


Sociology 


16 


291 


177 


60.8 


9 


5.1 


Zoology 


II 


258 


177 


68.6 


6 


3.^1 


All Fields* 


2k\ 


5,976 


^1,582 


76.6 


205 


^.5 



*The Roose- Anders en study did not Include biology departments as designated In the present.study or 
departments of mining and mineral engineering. g 



Table 3 

Extent of External, Separately Budgeted Research Support, by Percentage 
of Doctorate Faculty In the Department Who Spend 20 Percent 
or Hore Time In Research: 

A. Al I Departments 



Departments In Which External Support 
was Received by: 



Field 


Depar 


tments 


Less than 25t of 

Faculty* 


25 - kSX 
of Faculty 


50 - 

<>fMi 


al tv 




or More 
Faculty 


Mumber 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


fercent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


1 Rercent 


Biochemistry 


66 


100.0 


3 


A. 5 


7 


10.6 


1 1 


lb. 7 




00.2 


Biology 


72 


100.0 


5 


6.9 


13 


18.1 




33.3 


30 


41.7 


Botany 


35 


100.0 


2 


5.7 


7 


20.0 


15 


42.9 


1 1 


31.4 


Chemical Engineering 


68 


100.0 


2 


2.9 


5 


7.A 


15 


22.1 


46 


67.6 


Chemistry 


1 14 


100.0 


1 


,9 


13 


11.4 




41.2 


53 


46.5 


Economics 


80 


100.0 


2k 


30.0 


31 


38.8 


16 


20.0 


9 


11.3 


Electrical Engineering 


72 


100.0 


k 


5.6 


8 


II. 1 


17 


23.6 


43 


59.7 


Geology 


66 


100.0 


k 


6.1 


9 


13.6 


26 


39.4 


27 


40.9 


Kathe:natlcs 


102 


100.0 


kk 


A3.I 


23 


22.5 


16 


15.7 


19 


18.6 


Microbiology 


73 


100.0 


5 


6.8 


3 


4.1 


17 


23.3 


48 


65.8 


Mining ( Mineral Engineering 


15 


100.0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


13.3 


13 


86.7 


Physics 


106 


100.0 


s 


8.5 


20 


18.9 


33 


31.1. 


44 


41.5 


Physiology 


67 


100.0 


1 


1.5 


6 


9.0 


21 


31.3 


39 


58.2 


Psychology 


100 


100.0 


26 


26.0 


39 


39.0 


25 


25.0 


10 


10.0 


Sociology 


77 


100.0 


19 


2k.7 


28 


36.4 


14 


18.2 


16 


20.8 


Zoology 


36 


100.0 


2 


5.6 


6 


16.7 


18 


50.0 


10 


27.8 


All Fields 




100.0 


151 


13.1 


218 


19.0 


317 


27.6 


463 


40.3 



B. Departments Rated "Distinguished" and "Strong*' In Roose-Andersen Study 











Departments In Which External 
was Received by: 


Support 








Departments 


Less than 25t of 
Facul ty 


25 - 49t 
of Faculty 


50 - 74t 
of Faculty 


75t or More 
of Faculty 


Field , 


Number 


Pe rcent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Biochemistry 


.16 


100.0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


16 


100.0 


Botany 


II 


100.0 


0 


0 


3 


27.3 


3 


27.3 


5 


45.5 


Chemical Engineering 


13 


100.0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


23.1 


10 


76.9 


Chemistry 


29 


100.0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


5 


17.2 


24 


82.8 


Economics 


12 


100.0 


1 


8.3 


6 


50.0 


4 


33.3 


1 


8.3 


Electrical Engineering 


14 


100.0 


2 


14.3 


0 


0 


3 


21.4 


9 


64.3 


Geo 1 ogy 


15 


100.0 


1 


6.7 


1 


6.7 


5 


33.3 


8 


53.3 


Mathematics 


21 


100.0 


0 


0 


2 


9.5 


7 


33.3 


12 


57.1 


Microbiology 


17 


100.0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


17.6 


14 


82.4 


Physics 


23 


100.0 


1 


4.3 


0 


0 


3 


13.0 


19 


82.6 


Physiology 


20 


100.0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


20.0 


16 


80.0 


Psychology 


23 


100.0 


1 


4.3 


7 


30.4 


9 


39.1 


6 


26.1 


Sociology 


16 


100.0 


1 


6.3 


6 


37.5 


5 


31.3 


4 


25.0 


Zoology 


II 


100.0 


0 


0 


1 


9.1 


7 


63.6 


3 


27.3 


All Fields* 


241 


100.0 


7 


2.9 


26 


10.8 


61 


25.3 


147 


61.0 



l^/he Roose*Andersen study did not Include biology departments as designated In the present study or 
t |\l\>lepartments of mining and mineral engineering. 
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Table k 

Distribution of Departments with Doctorate Faculty Conducting Research 
in Areas Different from Preferred Areas* by Percentage of Faculty 
Receivinq External Support in Nonpreferred Areas: 

A. Alt Departments 



Field 


Departments 




Departments In Which Research was Conducted 
Different From Preferred Areas by: 


In Areas 




None of Faculty 


1-St of Facul ty 


10-19* of Faculty 


20t or More 
of Faculty 


Nmnber 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Biochemistry 


66 


100.0 


56 


8A.8 


1 


1.5 


k 


6.1 


5 


7.6 


ilology 


72 


100.0 


A3 


57.9 


7 


9.7 


k 


5.6 


18 


25.0 


8otany 


35 


too.o 


18 


51. A 


2 


5.7 


1 


2.9 


\k 


ko.o 


Chemical Engineering 


68 


100.0 


ko 


58.8 


0 


0 


5 


7.'* 


23 


33.8 


Chemistry 


\\k 


100.0 


57 


50.0 


10 


8.8 


19 


16.7 


28 


Ik.S 


EconomI cs 


80 


100.0 


kS 


61.3 


1 


1.3 


k 


5.0 


26 


32.5 


Electrical Engineering 


72 


100.0 


32 


kk.k 


2 


2.8 


to 


13.9 


28 


38.9 


Geology 


66 


100.0 


37 


56.1 


3 


A. 5 


3 


k.5 


23 


}k.S 


Hathematlcs 


102 


100.0 


89 


87.3 


2 


2.0 


2 


2.0 


9 


8.8 


Microbiology 


73 


100.0 


ki 


63.0 


8 


tt.O 


k 


5.5 


15 


20.5 


jllning ( Mineral Engineering 


15 


100.0 


9 


60.0 


0 


0 


1 


6.7 


5 


33.3 


Phys 1 cs 


106 


too.o 


71 


67.0 


9 


8.5 


7 


6.6 


19 


17.9 


Physiology 


67 


100.0 


52 


77.6 


1 


1.5 


8 


11.9 


6 


9.0 


Psychology 


100 


100.0 


65 


65.0 


6 


6.0 


5 


5.0 


2k 


2k. 0 


Sociology 


77 


100.0 


kS 


63.6 


1 


1.3 


k 


5.2 


23 


29.9 


Zoology 


36 


100.0 


22 


61.1 


2 


5.6 


k 


11. 1 


8 


22.2 


All Fields 




100.0 


735 


61i.O 


55 




85 


7.A 


27^* 


23.8 



B. Departments Rated "Distinguished" and "Strong" in Roose-Andersen Study 











Departments In Which Research was Conducted 
Different From Preferred Areas by: 


In Areas 






Departments 


None of Faculty 


1-9% of Faculty 


10-19* of Faculty 


20X or More 
of Faculty 


Field 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Biochemistry 


16 


100.0 


\k 


87.5 


1 


6.3 


0 


0 


1 


6.3 


Botany 


It 


100.0 


8 


72.7 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


27.3 


Chemical Engineering 


13 


100.0 


9 


69.2 


0 


0 


2 


15. 


2 


15.*! 


Chemistry 


29 


100.0 


17 


58.6 


5 


17.2 


2 


6.9 


5 


17.2 


Economics 


12 


100.0 


6 


50.0 


t 


8.3 


2 


16.7 


3 


25.0 


Electrical Engineering 


\k 


100.0 


? 


50.0 


2 


1'».3 


3 


2\.k 


2 


U.3 


Geology 


15 


100.0 


to 


66.7 


1 


6.7 


1 


6.7 


3 


20.0 


Mathematics 


21 


100.0 


19 


90.5 


1 


k.Q 


0 


0 


1 


k.B 


Microbiology 


17 


100.0 


It 


61.. 7 


k 


23.5 


0 


0 


2 


11.8 


Phys 1 cs 


23 


100.0 


16 


69.6 


k 


\7.k 


3 


13.0 


0 


0 


Physiology 


20 


100.0 


19 


95.0 


0 


0 


1 


5.0 


0 


0 


Psychology 


23 


100.0 


19 


82.6 


2 


8.7 


0 


0 


2 


8.7 


Sociology 


16 


100.0 


13 


81.3 


1 


6.3 


0 


0 


2 


12.5 


Zoology 


It 


100.0 


9 


81.8 


0 


0 


1 


9.1 


1 


9.1 


All Fields' 


2lit 


100.0 


177 


73. k 


22 


9.1 


15 


6.2 


27 


11.2 



Cpi/^" 'the Roose-Andersen study did not Include biology departments as designated In the present study or 
Ll\iv> departments of mining and mineral engineering. _ _ 

20 
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Table 5 

estimated Number of Faculty With External Support Primarily. In Area Different from Preferred 

Area of Research: 

A. All Departments 



Field 


Number of Departments: 


Faculty With Support Primarily In Area Different From 
Preferred Area of Research 


With Externally 
Supported Faculty 
1 nves 1 1 gators 


With External ly 
Supported ^ 
1 nves 1 1 gators 
In Nonpreferred 
Research Areas 


Total 


Relationship of 
Res 


Supported to Preferred 
earch Area 


Percent 


Percent In 

vi r rerent 
Subfleld 


Percent 
i n 

Different Specialty 


Number 


Percent 


In 

Different Held 


llochemlstry 


65 


10 


23 


100.0 


17.1, 


39.1 


<i3.5 


Biology 


71 


29 


100 


lOO.O 




32.0 


6<i.O 


Botany 


3^ 


17 


51 


100.0 


9.8 


29.<> 


60.8 


Chemical Engineering 


66 


28 


53 


100.0 


11.3 


56.6 


32.1 


Chemistry 


lU 


57 


152 


100.0 


7.9 


36.8 


55,3 


Economics 


77 


31 


89 


100.0 


3.«» 


kk.S 


51.7 


Electrical Engineering 


70 


ko 


121 


100.0 


6.6 


<i8.8 




Geology 


66 


29 


6<i 


100.0 


12.5 


<i2.2 


^♦5.3 


Mathematics 


$$ 


13 


35 


100.0 


31. 


<i8.6 


20.0 


Microbiology 


71 


27 


50 


100.0 


2.0 


12.0 


86.0 


Mining ( Mineral Engineering 


15 


6 


\k 


100.0 


0 


7\.k 


28.6 


Physics 


m 


35 


89 


100.0 


11.2 


<il.6 


k7.2 


Physiology 


66 


15 


36 


100.0 


\S.k 


38.9 


k\.7 


Psychology 


99 


35 


76 


100.0 


3.9 




52.6 


Sociology 


7k 


28 


83 


100.0 


8.(i 


50.6 


<il.O 


Zoology 


36 


\k 


k2 


100.0 


0 


21. d 


78.6 


All Fields 


M23 




1,078 


100.0 


8.3 




51.3 



'Those spending at least 20 percent of time in research. 



B. Departments Rated "Distinguished" and "Strong'* In Roose-Andersen Study 



Field 


Number of De 


>artments : 


Faculty With Support Primarily In Area Different From 
Preferred Area of Research 


With Externally 
Supported Faculty 
Investigators 


(With External ly 
Supported ^ 
Investigators 
In Nonp refer red 
Research Areas 


Total 


Relationship of 
Res 


Supported to Preferred 
earch Area 




Percent In 
Different 

Subfleld 


Percent In 
DIfferentSpecIalty 


Number 


Percent 


Percent In 
Different neld 


Biochemistry 


16 


2 


8 


100.0 


0 


12.5 


87.5 


Botany 


11 


3 


16 


100.0 


12.5 


18.8 


68.8 


Chemical Engineering 


13 


k 


10 


100.0 


0 


50,0 


50.0 


Chemistry 


29 


12 


kS 


100.0 


2.2 


35.6 


62.2 


Economics 


12 


6 


21 


100.0 


0 


33.3 


66.7 


Electrical Engineering 


13 


7 


26 


100.0 


7.7 


kl.} 


50.0 


Geology 


15 


5 


10 


100.0 


0 


50.0 


50.0 


Mathematics 


21 


2 


\k 


100.0 


28.6 


50.0 


2\A 


Microbiology 


17 


6 


15 


100.0 


0 


6.7 


93.3 


Physics 


22 


7 


15 


100.0 


6.7 


fi6.7 


k6.7 


Physiology 


20 


1 


2 


100.0 


0 


0 


100.0 


Psychology 


23 




8 


100.0 


0 


50.0 


50.0 


Sociology 


16 


3 


'9 


100.0 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


Zoology 


II 


2 


6 


100.0 


0 


0 


100.0 


All Fields' 


239 


6k 


205 


100.0 


S.k 


35.6 


59.0 



*Tha Roose-Andersen study did not include biology departments as designated In the present study or 
departments of mining and mineral engineering. 



Those spending at least 20 percent of time In research. 
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Table 6 



First-Ranked Factors Influencing Selection of Research Area Different from 
Preferred Area: 
All Departments 

(In Percentages) 







Relationship of Supported to Prefened Research Area 


Factors 


Total 
Faculty 
(N- 1,078) 


Different 
Field 
(N-89) 


Different 
Subfleld 
(N.'.36) 


Different 
Special ty 
(N-553) 


The researcher selected drea believed to have 
better chance for support 


58 


56 


50 


64 


Funding organization suggested area of research 
to prospective researcher 


13 


19 


16 


n 


Funding organization emphasized applied research 


13 


1 


13 


\u 


Faculty member was co- investigator on another 
faculty member's project 


13 


19 


17 


8 


Lack of facilities or equipment 


1 


1 


1 


1 


Administrative decision within 
institution 


1 


0 


1 


1 


Other 


2 


3 


3 


1 


^^one given 


* 


0 


* 


0 


Total 


100 


100 


TOO 


100 



* - <.5 



Predominant First-Ranked Factors Influencing Selection of Research 
Area Different From Preferred Area, by Relationship Category and Field 



ERIC 



Relationship of Supported to Preferred Research Area 





Different Field 


Different 


<;ubfi«lH 


Different 


Soeclaltv 






Percent 




Percent 




Percent 


Field 


Number 


Influenced 


Number 


Inf 1 uenced 


Number 


Influenced 


of Faculty 


by Factor 


of Faculty 


by Factor 


of Faculty 


by Factor 


Biochemistry 


If 


75* B 


9 


V»* A 


10 


70* C 


Biology 


If 


75* A 


32 




6tf 


77* A 


Botany 


5 


loot A 


15 


53* C 


31 


32* A 


Chemical Engineering 


6 


67* A 


30 


50* A 


17 


76* A 


Chemistry 


12 


83* A 


56 


70% A 


Btf 


80* A 


Economics 


3 


100* A 


IfO 


35? B 


tf6 


72* A 


Electrical Engineering 


8 


63* A 


59 


61* A 


54 


56* A 


Geology 


8 


38*1 


27 


33% A 


29 


79* A 


Mathematics 


11 


55* A 


17 


76* A 


7 


71* A 


Microbiology 


1 


100* A 


6 


50* A 


43 


72* A 


Mining and Mineral Engineering 


0 




10 


70* A 


4 


50* B 


Physics 


10 


30* A 


37 


57* A 


42 


52* A 


Physiology 


7 


71* A 


I'f 


79* A 


15 


33* ^ 


Psychology 


3 




33 


eu% A 


40 


58* A 


Sociology 


7 


57* 0 




36* C 


34 


41* A 


Zoology 


0 




9 


titiX A 


33 


76* A 


All Fields 


89 


56* A 


W 


50* A 


553 


A 



Code 
A 



Factor 



The researcher selected area 
believed better chance for 
support. 

8 - Funding organization suggested 
area of research to prospective 
researcher 

C * Funding organization emphasized 
applied research 



Code Factor y 

D - Faculty member was* cb- Invest I gator 
on another faculty member's project. 

E - Lack of facilities or equipment 

F - Administrative decision within 
institutions 

G - Other 



22 



18 - 



Table 8 

RtUtionship Between Supported and Preferred Research Area, by Factors 
Influencing Selection and Field: 

All Departments 



Field and Relation 
ship of Supported 
to Preferred 
Research Area 



Number 
of 

Departments 



Number of 
Doctorate 
Faculty 



Factors Influencing Selection of Research Are^l 
(see U$t of factors at end of table) 



BIQCHErtlSTRY 
Different field 



Different subfteld 



Different specialty 



BIOLOGY 
Different field 



Different subfleld 



Different specialty 



BOTANY 
Different field 



Different subfleld 



Different specialty 



CHEMICAL ENGINEERING 
Different field 



Different subfleld 



Dl fferent specialty 



CHEMISTRY 



Different field 



Different subfleld 



Different specialty 



ECONOMICS 
Different field 



Different subfleld 



ERIC 



rirtnt specialty 



15 



22 



21 



10 



29 
37 



22 



17 



10 



32 



15 



31 



30 
17 

12 
56 

3^* 



k6 

23 



1st ranked: 75t B 25t A 

2nd ranked: 75t D 25t * 

1st rankedL kkX A 33t D lit B l.U. C 

2nd ranked: kkX A 33t B lit C lit * 

1st ranked: 70t C 20t D lOt A 

2nd ranked: SOX A lOt * 



1st ranked: 75t A 25t D 

2nd ranked: 50t B 25t F 25t * 

1st ranked: A 22t C I9t D I3t B 3t E 3t G 

2nd ranked: A I9t C I3t 0 I3t * 9t G 3t B 

1st ranked: 77t A \kX C 5t 0 5t B 

2nd ranked: 28t D 20t C \kX * lU G lit • 8t A 8t E 



1st ranked: lOOt A 

2nd ranked: SOX D kOX C 

1st ranked: 53t C 27t A 20X B 

2nd ranked: ^7X B 27t C 27t D 



1st ranked: 32t A 29t C I9t B I3t D 6t F 
2nd ranked: 39t C 2SX B 23% A lOt D 3t * 



1st ranked: 67t A 33t B 

2nd ranked: 33t D 33t * I7t A I7t C 

1st ranked: 50t A 30tD 17t B 3t F 

2nd ranked: 33t C 20t* I7t A I3t F 10*8 7t 0 

1st ranked: 7SX A I2t D I2t E 

2nd ranked: ^ 2« D I2t A I2t * 6t C 



1st ranked: 83t A I7t B 
2nd ranked: 67t B I7t * 



8t C 8t D 



1st ranked: 70t A I3t B I3t D 5t C 

2nd ranked: k\X * 36t C I3t B 5t A 

1st ranked: SOX A \0X C 7t B 2t D 

2nd ranked: S^X C \5X A I5t B 6t * 



1st ranked :100t A 

2nd ranked: 67t D 33% C 

1st ranked: 35t B 28t D I8t A lOt G 

2nd ranked: 23% A 23% D 20t * 18% C 



5% D 

1% G 
5% D 



2X1 2% G 



5% F 
15% B 



1st ranked: 72% A 13% B 1 1% D 2% F 2% G 
2nd ranked: » ^3% A 13% 0 11% * 9% E 



3% C 
3% F 



7% C 



3% * 



- 19 - 



Table 8 •* Continued 



Rciatlonshlp Between Supported and Preferred Research Area, by Factors 
influencing Selection and Field: 



Field and Relation- 
ship of Supported 
to Preferred 
Research Area 



ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING 



Different field 



Different subfleld 



Different specialty 



GEOLOGY 



Different field 



Different subfleld 



Different specialty 



MATHEMATICS 
Different field 



Different subfleld 



Different specialty 



MICROBIOLOGY 
Different field 



Different subfleld 



Different specialty 



MINING AND MINERAL 
ENGINEERING 

Different field 



Different subfleld 
Different specialty 

PHYSICS 
Different field 

Different &;ubfleld 



--,-^^^Jfferent specialty 



Number 
of 

Departments 



30 



23 



20 



18 



21 



22 



23 



Number of 
Doctorate 
Faculty 



59 
Sk 

8 

27 
29 

II 
17 



^3 



10 



10 
37 
^12 

24 



All Departments 



Factors Influencing Selection of Research Area 
(see list of factors at end of table) 



1st ranlced: 63t A 

2nd ranked: 38t B 

1st ranlced: 6lt A 

2nd ranked: 27t A 



25X 0 I3t B 

38t * 25t A 

22t D 8t B 

25X D 22t B 



7X C 
I2t * 



1st ranked: 56t A 20j B 20t D 2t E 
2nd ranked: 37t B 20t E I7t C lit A 



1st ranked: 79t A lOt C 7t E 3t B 
InS ringed: 3^.1 C 28t B l« * l« D 



1st ranked: 55t A 27t B I8t D 
2nd ranked: ^SX C 27t A 27t * 



1st ranked: 76t A 12t C 
2nd ranked: 35t B 35t C 



1st ranked: 7lt A 29t D 
2nd ranked: '•3t B 29t A 



6t D 6t G 
I2t A I2t D 



29t 



1st ranked: SIX A I9t C lit D 8t G 
2nd ranked: 27t A ilX B I3t D I6t C 



1st ranked: 52t A 
2nd ranked: 3lt A 



38t C lot B 
26t C 2lt D 



I2t B 



2t G 

lot C 

2t F 

7t D 



1st ranked: 38t A 38t D 25t B 

2nd ranked: 38t G 25t A 25t * I3t C 

1st ranked: 33t A 26t B I5t C I5t D 7t E 

2nd ranked: 26t D 22t C I9t B I5t E lit * 



6t * 



1st ranked:IOOt A 
2nd ranked:IOOt D 

1st ranked: 50t A 33t B I7t C 

2nd ranked: 33t A 33t C I7t B I7t D 

1st ranked: 72t A I6t D 5t B 5t C 2t G 

2nd ranked: 30t C 26t B Ut G l« * 9t A 



1st ranked: ^ 
2nd ranked: ^ 

1st ranked: 70t A 20t D lOt B 

2nd ranked: 30t B 30t D 20t * lOt A lOt C 

1st ranked: 50t B 25t A 25t 0 

2nd ranked: 50t A 50t B 



1st ranked: 30t A 20t B 20t^D"^ 20t G lOt E 
2nd ranked: 50t C 20t A lOt D lOt E lOt * 



3t B 
8t * 



3t E 



7t * 



kX G 
^it A 



kX G 



7t A 3t E 



2t D 2t E 2t F 



3t E 
5t E 



3t G 



5t * 2X1 2t F 
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Table 8 - Continued 



Relationship Between Supported and Preferred Research Area, by Factors 
Influencing Selection and Field: 

All Departments 



Field and Kelatlon- 
sKip of Supported 
LO rrc/c/rcu 
Rasearch Area 


Number 

of 


Number of 
Doctorate 
Facu 1 ty 


Factors Influencing Selection of Research Area 
(see list of factors mt tnd of table) 


PHYSIOLOGY 
















Different fUld 


3 


7 


1st ranked: 7lt A 
2nd rankedf 71t B 


29t 0 
29t A 








Different subflald 


7 


U 


l«f ranked* 79t A 

2nd ranked: k3X C 


\kX D 
36t G 


7X C 
\kX B 


7t E 




Different specialty 


8 


15 


1st ranked: 33t A 
2nd ranked: 33t A 


33t C 
27t D 


27X F 
20t C 


7t D 
20t * 




PSYCHOLOGY 
Different field 


3 


3 


1st ranked: 33t A 
2nd ranked: 67t A 


33t C 

3n B 


33t D 




>v 


Different Subflald 


21 


33 


1st ranked: SkX A 
2nd ranked: 2kX * 


2\% B 
2lt B 


I2t D 
21t C 


3t C 
2lt D 


6t E 3t G 3t A 


Different specialty 


22 


ko 


1st ranked: 58t A 
2nd ranked: 38t C 


25X C 
23t A 


15t B 
I8t B 


3t D 
13t * 


5t D 3t G 3t F 


SOCIOLOGY 
















Different field 


k 


7 


1st ranked: SIX D 
2nd ranked: '•3t * 


29t B 
29t A 


\k% G 
29t B 






Different subfield 


19 




1st ranked: 36t C 
2nd ranked: 33t D 


29t A 
26t B 


19t B 
21t A 


Ut D 
12t * 


2t F 

2t C 2t F 2t G 


Different specialty 


17 


3k 


1st ranked: k\X A 
2nd ranked} 38t C 


26t B 
29t D 


18t D 
15t A 


15t C 
9t F 


6t B 3t * 


ZOOLOGY 
Different field 


0 


0 


1st ranked: 0 
2nd ranked: 0 










Different subflald 


7 


9 


1st ranked: kkX A 
2nd ranked: 331^ B 


33t B 
33t t 


lit C 
lit C 


lit D 
lit F 


lit * 


Different specialty 


10 


33 


1st ranked: 7SX A 
2nd ranked: SkX C 


MX B 
I8t A 


12t C 
9t B 


9t D 










Code 








Factor 



ERIC 



A 

B 

C 
D 

E 

F 

G 
ft 



" The researcher selected area believed better chance 
for support 

Funding organization suggested area of research to 
prospective researcher 

-* Funding organization emphasized applied research 

- Faculty member was co-lnvestlgator on another faculty 
n)ertber*s project 

- Lack of facilities or equlpirent 

' Administrative decision wl thin institutions 

- Other 

~ *Ho factor cited for second rank 
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Appendix A; Survey Instrument 



American Council on Education 

ONE DUPONT CIRCLE 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20036 



HrGHCfl EDUCATION ^ANCL 



July 25, 1975 



Dear Higher Education Panel Representative: 

Enclosed Is the twenty-ninth survey of the Higher Education Panel. Requested 
by the National Science Foundation, this survey concerns the degree of research 
Involvement of science and-englneerlng faculty and their ability to obtain research 
support In areas of their own choosing. 

You will note that, Instead of a single Institutional response, replies are 
requested from heads of doctorate-level departments In selected science and engineer 
Ing fields. (See General Instructions for a description of enclosed materials and 
the list of selected fields.) If your Institution has a medical school, please 
include the appropriate doctorate- level departments within the medical school. 

We realize that for some institutions there wlll.be a number of Individual 
departments to contact and that, in some Instances, the department head may be out 
of town. In such cases the acting department head or the department's director of 
graduate studies should be asked to complete the questionnaire. Because time Is a 
particularly critical factor in this survey, we ask that you not delay the return 
of your completed questionnaires past the due date even if this means that some 
departmental replies are missing. 

The National Science Foundation has provided a letter addressed to department 
heads explaining the purpose of the survey, and this letter appears as the first pag( 
of the questionnaire. For your information, we are also enclosing a copy of the NSF 
report. Young and Senior Science and Engineering Faculty. 197A: Support. Research 
Participation^ and Tenure (NSF 7S-^02), ronr^^ hav/> ^\rl.^Ay k — UV^i-JL.^^^ 
department heads who participated in the 197A survey. ^ 

Please understand that your responses will be held in strictest confidence. As 
with all our reports, the data you provide will be reported In summary fashion only 
and will not be identified with your institution. 

We would appreciate having the completed questionnaires returned to us by 
August 15, 1975. A self-addressed, stamped envelope has been enclosed for your 
convenience. 

If you have any questions or problems with the survey, please do not hesitate 
to telephone us (collect) at (202) 833-4757. 

Thank you again for your cooperation. 



Sincerely, 




Frank Atelsek 
Di rector 
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American Council on Education 
Higher Education Panel Survey Number 29 

Survey of Faculty Research: Level of Research Activity and Choice of Area 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 



Enclosed in this package are the following materials: 

1) Postcard - TO BE MAILED IMMEDIATELY: Please Indicate which of the listed depart- 
ments grant doctorate degrees. 

2) Cover Sheet - TO ACCOMPANY COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRES: Check the departments (1) for 
which completed questionnaires are being submitted and (2) for which completed 
questionnaires will be submitted later. 

3) Multiple copies of the questionnaire, including the letter from NSF. 
^) Prepaid, self-addressed return envelope. 

5) NSF report (for Information purposes only). 

Please return completed questionnaires to the Higher Education Panel by August 15, 1975. 
Questionnaires completed after August 15 should be returned Individually as soon as 
possible. 

SELECTED SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING DEPARTMENTS 

(If your Institution has a medical school, please Include the 
appropriate doctorate- level departments within the medical school) 

Biochemistry - Include departments of biochemistry or biological chemistry. 

Biology - Include only departments designated as biology or biological science. Do not 
Include departments covering only specialized fields such as cellular biology or molec- 
ular biology. 

Bofcany - Include departments of botany or botany combined with other subjects, e.g., 
department of botany and plant pathology. 

Chemical Engineering 

Chemistry 

Economics - Do not include departments of agricultural economics. 
Electrical Engineering 

Geology - Include only departments designated as geology or geological science. 

Mathematics - Do not Include departments limited to applied mathematics, computer science, 
or statistics. 

Microbiology - Include only departments designated as microbiology or bacteriology. 
Mining and Mineral Engineering 

Physics - Include only departments designated as physics or physics and astronomy. Do 
not include highly specialized departments such as molecular physics or electrophys ics . 

Physiology - Include departments of physiology or physiology combined with other subjects, 
e.g., department of physiology and biophysics. 

Psychology - Do not include highly specialized departments or fields of education such 
as departments of child development, child studies, educational psychology, or counseling. 

Sociology - Include departments designated as sociology or sociology and anthropology. 

Zoology - Include departments of zoology or zoology combined with other subjects, e.g., 
department of zoology and entomology. ' 
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Return Postcard 



PLEASE COMPLETE AND RETURN IMMEDIATELY 

Dear Panel Representative: 

Please check all of the following 
departments that grant doctorate 
degrees at your Institution and return 
this postcard as soon as possible. 

Thank you. 

[ ] Biochemistry 
[ ] Biology 
[ ] Botany 

[ ] Chemical Engineering 

[ ] Chemistry 

[ ] Economics 

[ ] Electrical Engineering 

[ ] Geology 

[ ] Mathematics 

[ ] Microbiology 

[ ] Mining and Mineral Engineering 

[ ] Physics 

[ ] Physiology 

[ ] Psychology 

[ ] Sociology 

[ J Zoology 

Name of Institution 
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American Council on Education 
Higher Education Panel Survey Number 29 

A Survey of Faculty Research: Level of Research Activity and Choice of Area 

COVER SHEET 

Reports are requested only for departments granting the doctorate 
degree. Please cross out departments not granting doctorates in 
your institution, and make appropriate notations for reports sub- 
mitted or to be submitted. 



Completed Survey to be 

Department Survey Submitted 

Enclosed (Check) by; (Indicate date ) 

Biochemistry 

Biology 

Botany 

Chemical Engineering 

Chemistry 

Economics 

Electrical Engineering 

Geology 

Mathematics 

Microbiology 

Mining and Mineral Engineering.. 

Physics 

Physiology 

Psychology 

Sociology 

Zoology 



Name of Institution 

Person to be called regarding departmental Phone Number 

forms to be submitted at a later date 



ERLC 
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 



WASHINGTON. D.C. 20550 



July 23, 1975 



Dear Colleague: 

A survey of faculty research activities conducted by the National Science 
Foundation in the spring of 1974 produced a number of important findings, 
some of which merit further stuc(y.* 

For example, about forty- five percent of the science and engineering de- 
partmental chairmen surveyed indicated that their faculty investigators 
were generally unable to receive support in research areas of their own 
choosing. The degree of faculty research involvement and ability to obtain 
support for research areas of their own choosing are important factors in 
the health of scientific research- Additional insight could prove impor-^ 
tant to future policy developments. Thus, there is need now for additional 
information. To meet this need, we have asked the American Council on 
Education to conduct this fast-response surv^ through their Higher 
Education Panel. The Panel is a mechanism designed to obtain quickly a 
limited amount of information from a sample of institutions. We shall 
greatly appreciate your cooperation in completing the attached question- 
naire at your earliest convenience. Because this is a sample survey we 
need to have as many replies as possible* 

The American Council on Education will publish a report of survey findings, 
probably in the early fall- As in the case with all Higher Education Panel 
surveys, the confidentiality of the data you provide will be safeguarded. 
Only sunmary statistics in groupings large enough so that individual de- 
partments and institutions cannot be identified will be published. 

Me thank you for your cooperation. 



♦Copies of the published survey report. Young and Senior Science and 
Engineering Faculty. 19>4: Support, Research Participation, and^Tehure , 
NSF 75-302, are available f rom rny office. 



Sincerely, 




Director, Division of Science 
Resources Studies 
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0MB No, 99-0265. Exp. 6/76 



American Council on Education 
Higher Education Panel Survey Number 29 

Survey of Faculty Research: Level of Research Activity and Choice of Area 



NAME OF DEPARTMENT 



1. Please Indicate the number of full-time doctorate facuUy In your department 
according to your estimate of the proportion of time they spent In research 
supported by all sources during the 12-month period ending. June 30, 1975. 
(Include all aspects of research from supervision of research by graduate 
students to the preparation of research reports and publ IcatlonsJ 

Estimated Portion of Number of Full-Tlme 

Time Spent In Research Doctorate Faculty 

a. Less than 20 percent . 

b. At least 20 percent but less than one-third 

c. At least one-third but less than one-half * 

d. One-half or more - 

TOTAL (sum of above) 



2. Referring only to the full-time doctorate faculty In your department who spent 
20 percent or more of their time In research (reported In, Question Ib-d), how 
many had external separately budgeted research support? 



Number of faculty 



3. In your opinion, for how many of the faculty reportedin Question 2 was this 
external support primarily for research In an area different from~helr 
preferred area of research? (^'Preferred area of research" should be Interpreted 
to mean the research area(s) a faculty member would choose to work In, If 
support were available.) 

Number of faculty 
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For those faculty reported In Question 3 . please Indicate your opinion of* the degree 
of relationship between the supported research area and the preferred research area 
by entering In the first column the number of faculty who you believe fit Into 
each of the three relationship categories shown. 

Also, please Indicate the two most important factors that, in your opinion, influenced 
these faculty to select research areas different from their preferred areas. (Recog- 
nizing that the factors listed below may not be the same for all faculty, please use 
your best judgment In selecting the most typical factors for each relationship category. 
Use code letters to indicate ranking of factors.) 

Ranking of Factors 

Relationship of Supported Area Number of Full-Tlme Influencing Selection 
to Preferred Area Doctorate Faculty Pfrst Second 

Different Field' 

Different Subfield but in Preferred Field^ 

Different Specialty but in Preferred Field^ 



, t , 

To provide an unduplicated count of faculty In terms of 
the degree of relationship, please assign each faculty 
member to only one category based on your best judgment. 

Code Factor 

A The researcher selected area believed to have better chance for support 

B Funding organization suggested area of research to prospective researcher 

C* Emphasi^s^on applied research by funding organization 

D Co- Invest I gator on another faculty member's project 

E Lack of facilities and/or equipment 

F Administrative decision within your institution 

G Other, specIfy:^ 



Since this factor is inherent in A or B, please also cite one of them. 



Fields are major academic disciplines such as physics, chemical engineering, biology, 
mathematics, economics, etc. 
2 

Subflelds are major divisions of fields such as solid state physics, mass transfer, 
microbiology, modern analysis, international economics, etc. 

^Specialties arc divisions of subflelds such as superconductivity, distillation, virology, 
operator theory, balance of payments, etc. 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. Please return PLEASE RETAIN A COPY OF THIS 

this form by August 15. 1975 SURVEY FOR YOUR RECORDS 

TO: HIGHER EDUCATION PANEL 

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION Person Completing Form 

ONE DUPONT CIRCLE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 Office ^ 

Any questions? Call (collect) C202) 833-'»757. Phone 
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Appendix B:- Response to the Survey 

Of the 1^5 colleges and universitJes surveyed; 138 provided some 
departmental responses: 57 Institutions provided responses for all eligible 
departments; 68 Institutions, for 50 percent or more of the eligible depart- 
ments; and 13 institutions, for fewer than 50 percent of the eligible 
departments* 

Of the 1,385 departments surveyed, 1,1^9 (83 percent) provided usable 

» 

data by the cutoff date for questionnaire returns (Table B-1), By field, 
however, the response rates varied considerably. Data were obtained from 
over 90 percent of the eligible chemistry and geology departments, for 
example, but from only 68 percent of the biochemistry and 73 percent of the 
botany departments. Higher-than-average response rates were recorded for the 
departments of sociology, chemical engineering, biology, physics, economies', 
psychology, and mathematics. Departments of zoology, microbiology, mining 
and mineral engineering, electrical engineering, and physiology had lower- 
than-average response rates. 

Responses were received from 2k] of the 292 sampled departments rated 
"distinguished" and "strong" in the Roose-Andersen study, for a response rate 
of 83 percent. For individual fields, the response rates ranged from 70 
percent for biochemistry to 91 percent for mathematics and physiology. 
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Appendix C: List of Sampled Institutions 



University of Alabama-University 
University of Alaska-Fairbanks 
American University 
Arizona State University 
Universi ty of Arizona 
University of Arkansas-Main Campus 
Auburn University-Main Campus 

^Boston Col lege 
Boston Universi ty 
Brandeis University 
B rown Un i ve rs i ty 

University of California-Berkeley 
University of California-Davis 
California Institute of Technology 
University of Cal i forni a- I rvine 
University of Cal i forni a-LA ^ 
University of California-Riverside 
University of California Med Ctr-SF 
University of California-Santa Barbara 
University of California-Santa Cruz 
Carnegie-Mellon University 
Case Western Reserve University 
Catholic University of America 
University of Cincinnati-Main Campus 
Clemson Universi ty 
University of Colorado-Main Campus 
Colorado School of Mines 
Colorado State University 
Columbia University-Main Division 
Columbia University Teachers College 
Cornell U. Endowed Colleges 

Dartmouth Col lege 
University of Dayton 
University of Delaware 
Universi ty of Denver 
Drexel University 
Duke University 

Emory University 

Florida State University 
Uni vers i ty of Flori da 

Georgia Institute of Tech-Main Campus 
George Peabody College for Teachers 
George Washington University 
Georgetown University 
University of Georgia 

Hahnemann Med Col. and Hosp. 
Harvard University 
University of Hawaii at Manoa 
University of Houston-Main Campus 
Howard Uni vers i ty 



University of Idaho 
University of Illinois-Chicago Cir 
University of 1 1 1 inois-Urbana Campus 
Illinois Institute of Technology 
Indiana University at Bloomington 
Iowa State U Sciences and Technology 

Johns Hopkins University 

Kansas State U Agr S Applied Sciences 
University of Kentucky-Main Campus 

Louisiana State University-Baton Rouge 
Lehigh University 
Loma Linda University 
University of Louisville 
Loyola Universi ty 

University of Maine at Orono 
University of Massachusetts-Amherst 
University of Mary land- Col lege Park 
College of Medicine and Dentistry-Newark 
Medical College of Georgia 
Medical University of South Carolina 
Medical College of Pennsylvania 
University of Miami 
University of Michigan-Ann Arbor 
University of Minn-Mnpls St Paul 
University of Mississippi-Main Campus 
Mississippi State University 
University of Missouri-Columbia 
University of Missouri-Rol la 
Montana State University 
University of Montana 

University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill 

North Carolina State University-Raleigh 

N Dakota State University-Main Campus 

University of Nevada-Reno 

University of New Hampshire 

New York Medical College 

New York Universi ty 

University of New Mexico-Main Campus 

New Mexico State University-Main Campus 

Northeastern University 

Northwestern University 

University of Notre Dame 

Ohio State University-Main Campus 
Oklahoma State University-Main Campus 
University of Oklahoma-Norman Campus 
University of Oregon-Main Campus 
Oregon State University 

Pennsylvania State University-Main Campus 
University of Pennsylvania 
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List of Sampled Institutions (Continued) 



University of PI ttsburph-Main Campus 
Polytechnic Institute of New York 
Princeton University 
Purdue University-Main Campus 

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute 
University of Rhode Island 
Rice University 
University of Rochester 
Rutgers Un i vers i ty- New Brunswick 

St. Louis University-Main Campus 

University of South Carol fna-Main^Campus 

South Dakota State University 

University of South Florida 

University of Southern California 

Stanford University 

Stevens Institute of Technology 

SUNY Oownstatc Medical Center 

SUNY State University Buffalo-Mn Campus 

SUNY State University Stony Brk Main 

SUNY State U at Albany 

SUNY Upstate Medical Center 

Syracuse University Main Campus 

Temple University-Main Campus 

University of Tennessee Knoxville 

University of Texas at Austin-Main Campus 

Texas ASM University-Main Campus 

Texas Tech University 

Tufts University 

Tulanc University of Louisiana 

Utah State University 
University of Utah 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute S St. U 
VanderbMt University 
Virginia Commonv/cal th University 
University of Virginia-Main Campus 
University of Vermont S St Agrl College 

Washington State University 
Washington University 
University of Washington 
Wayne State University 
West Virginia University 
University of Wis cons in-Mad I son 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
University of Wyoming >.^v.,r'^ 

Yale University 
Ycshlva University 
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